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23）Mericli, The Apprehension of Perisense of Perisense Exception to the Knock and Announce
Rule－Part I,16Search and Seizure L. Rep.129,130（1989）
24）Kamisar, In Defense of the Search and Seizure Exclusionary Rule,26Harv. J. L. & Pub. J. L.
& Pub. Pol’y119,126－129を参照。適切な代替措置を講じられなかった，とする。
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29）“his castle of defense and asylum”,3 W. Blackstone, Commentaries 288, and Semayne’s
Case,5 Co. Rep.91a,91b,77 Eng. Rep.194（King’s Bench 1603）. 前掲『米国刑事判例の
動向Ⅵ』398および399頁の注釈を参照。
30）Miller v. United States,357U. S.301（1958）, Sabbath v. United States,391U. S.585（1968）
























































33）United States v. Banks,282F.3d699, at704（9th Cir.2002）.





































































Myron W. Orfield Jr., Comment, The Exclusionary Rule and Deterrence : An Empirical Study of
Chicago Narcotics Officers,54U. Chi. L. Rev.1016（1987）










34）Alschuler, The Exclusionary Rule and Causation : Hudson v. Michigan and Its vAncestors,
93 Iowa L. Rev.1741（2008），あるいは，最（二小）判平15．2．14刑集57巻2号121頁及
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